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Abstract

The ability to select (a) suitableiretrieval_cues,. end (b) the main ideas.;

of prose passages was examined in college students and school students of

'between fifth andtw9afth grade. The ability to select the main elements of

texts improved oVer the entire age range studied and-was not affected by

expeience studying and recalling the passage. Retrieval cue vbelection was

also sensitive to sage with a dramatic shift in flexibility occurring between

the high school and college, populzItions. Prior
t.

to experienes recalling the text,

college students selected mainly the most important-elements to sekie as retrieval

cues.. After experience.recalling, however, they selected units of\intermediate

importance. Real4zing-,they wild remember the main ideas without further effort,

they concentrate

trouble on eir

on the intermediate level

previous recall. attempt.

material which caused them mu ch more

This shift in retrieval cue selection

represents a fine degree of sensit ity to the relative importance of text

ts,,and tOthj function-4 61 cues in-recall, a sensitivity not

displayed by even the oldest high school'subjects.,
.

Jr
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Interest in xhe area of development 'has shifted in recent years tg

a concentration on factors that have becobe subsumed under the heading of 'theta-
-

.

memory (Brown, 1975, 1978a, 1978b; Fl yell, 1977; Flavell & Wellman, 1977). I
.

444,-

Metamemoi57 refersto the whple gamu of information a Person has concerning the
//_

workings ok/lais own memory, infoimati4e easential for the predicang, planning,
a. -----

monitor 1,pg , And 'checking activities that a a comPanylRhemonic acts (Brown, 1978a).

Initial investigations into the meta aspe s of memory tended to give the

impression that the fmetas" could in some way be separated from memory in the

strict sense. Of course this is'noc true, the information we have concerning

nremorr fs intimately tied to how we set about rememing:" As Flavell has

recently pointed out, "I n the complex interweaving of_cognitive events, -what

we call 'metamemory,' we sus what we call 'memory behavior' or 'strategies'-gets

to look a bit arbitra (Flavell, 1977, ms. p.29). This is nowhere more true

than in the area of retrieval cue selection (Brown & DeLoache, 1978; Flavell, 1977).'

We have a good de ::l of evidence that children only gradually come to under-

Stand -and appreciate t e nature and use of trievalcues (eavell, 1977). Yet

even very young childr n seem to have some conc of the utility of planning

ahead for future retri val if the taslis to fincLana"--6b-ject11Adden in the

environment (Ritter, l 76; Wellman, Ritter.6, Flavell, 15-75), and by the early
40.

.grade school ycars,, the
a

retrieval cues for 'asst

seem to be fairly well Anformed abut the utility -of
. ,

-- f

ting in the locatioan of items temporarily lost in the
- --.

, -
.

.

mind (Robasigawa, 1977; alataa & Flavell, 1976). The majority of retrieval

,

cue studies, hbwever, ha' P.,, conientrated on variations of list-learning tasks

(Flavelr, 497,7). Wt. the

an essential prerequisite

not least of which are th

Students engaged in study

abi:ity'to plan ahead fot future recall attempts is

for effective study in a whole variety of Situations,

typical learning activities' that occur in schools.

g texto are equally dependent on a-variety of retrieval
I
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cue activities that no doubt include sophisticated note-taking, underlining, and

selective rereading activities that serve to focus attention on important. elements
,

) 4 ,
(nderson, 1978; Brown &,Smiley, 1977a, 1977b).

. ,

. ,

..._ Such sophisacated strategies are relatively late in developing, emerging

- as preferred idiosyncratically molded routines in the high school ,years (Brown

&_Smiley, 19776. .The deveropment of these strategies is probably, the result
. ..

1'
A,

of repeated experience' with the text-learning tasks that increasingly dominate

the study activities of flee later school.ye*s. The.ability to form complex
A

retrieval Olans"for studying from texts is a fine example of the "complex inter-
.

weaving Of cognitive events" (Flavell-, 1977), for in ord tOtake adequate

. ,notes. one would need a-certain amount,of knowledge concerning study strategies,

test demands, textual featureS, the strengths and eaknesses of memory for such

materials and the mUiuAl compatibility_of all iiese facets in preparing for
/ -.

=optimal performance (Brown,"1978b, 1978c;-Bansford,-Franki, MAris, & Stein;

1978): ,

.-
.:

./4.
_.-.

,

A primitive precursor-of such elaborate study strategies is the ability

to select the main'idea of a passage. Danner (1976) asked grade school children

to identify the main elements of shorni stories, 'or to select. suitable retrieval,

aid
, .

,-cues to aid subsequent recall. Conti-pry to.previous findings (Ottb, Barrett 6,
l

. ,

Koenke, 1969}, Danner found that' almost all his sample, even the second-grade
.

.

60.1dren, were :able to identify' the three.topic sentences or main ideas.af.the

stories. USing a much more difficult set of stories, Brain & Smiley (19?7a)
. ,

... /

found that eVen fith-grade children differentiating between

degrees of importance of various units of texts. Clot: only were the stories more

.

complex and less well Organized intotopics,but the procedure was also more
. . .

\
A

demsnding in'the Brown and Smi\leY study. Danner required
,
his subjects to

consider each of the three topics.of his Stories separately and then give a



description_of the main point Of each

to rate all the units (approx. 55 pei

oerdiative importance.. AlthOugh the

study (third-fifth grade),

that the difficulty-qf,the

of importance.

4

secticin.1 BrownTand Smiley required, students

story) of the
.

texts on a four-point scale

younger children in the Brown and Smiley

received considerable,pretraining, it is conceivable

procedure masked their sensitivity tp gradationi

Thus,.the Brown and Smiley, and the Danner studies differed in two ways:
.

the complexity of thetexts'uhed and the difficulty of the'rating procedures.
o

One aim pf the present study is to separate these factors by using the Danner

procedure on the more complex Brien and Smiley stories- This clarification

was: thought to,be esSential for our ongoing research iprose .recall in children-
,

We have found that children aboveseventh grade, given extra study time, improve

their regill of our stories dtfferentially across levels of rated importance;

the improvement following-study is limited to the essential elements of texts..

Younger hildren do not shoW this differential recall- pattern (Brown & Smiley,.

1977b y. Our explanation ref this stable finding .is that older students use their
.

knowledge of A1ative importance to guide th

r,

eir '
-

47144ti ve attention While.studying,
.

-;

YOUnger- -childrenunaware of the-relative importance,of the segmenth they are

reading, can 'scarcely be expected to select out important units for extra study.

It is essential for this argument that we substantiate our earlier-assumption
.

. .

(Brown a Smiley,--1977a) that the younger children are'ighorant of relative

Importance of the constIthenf units of the siories'we have used.

-

4 tecOndlocus of this study is the selection of aaquete retrieval-cues.

Danner found that although second=grade children'could identffy important elements,

it is not until fourth grade that they choose important elementa as retrieval

cues and not until sixth grade -that they ares*le tojustify their choices. We

have two, problems. with this finding; one concerns the` assumptions made about

What would be an effective retrieval cue selection and the second -concerns the

6 t-
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method by which these-data were obtained. Danner assumts that the selection,I

of a topic sentencemould be the most effective plan for retrieval and while
,

.this firms intuitively reasonable we have no means,of knowing whether it- is
,-.

right. For example, one of the few facts we are sure about in the emergent
,

developmental literature on prose recall is that-eveff-thg-Iia-ii-mature subjects ,

/ 5

°C.

recall the main ideas and ignore trivia. This is true of even preschool and

kindergarten children (Brown &.Smiley, 1977a; Christie & Schumacher, 1975;.

_
Korman, ed in Yendovitskaya, 1971), educable retarded children (Brown &

. .

Campione;,1978), poor readers (Smiley, Oakley, Worthen, Campione -IS Brown, 1977),,.".

and adults in incidental-orienting conditions where-no warning is given that

recall will be required (Brown &-Smiley,-1977b). Thus, we can conceive pf the

development of very sophisticated retrieval plans that might capitalfieon the

experienced student's knowledge Concerning his propensity to recall main ideas

without conscious intent to do so. Such a plan might involve'the selection of

relatively less central or important facts as retrieval cues, for it will cer7

tainly be these that provide most difficulty,when recall is attertipted. Thus,

under certain circubstanceslt is 6y no means intuitively obvious that important.., .

units or topic slimences would be- the best. retrieval cues,

SUCh a sopisticatedPlan for remembering, should be a late-developing-Study

skill foritwould itqUire a fine degree of tivity to the Amends of gist

recall tasks. It Might-also be dependent -on particular experience recalling-

the-target paesages and hence one would expect changes in retrieval cue selection

as a function

retrieval cue

of repeated recall attempts, For these
.

selection in bath experienced and naive

reasons we cdOndidered

subjects, i.e.',.those who

bad no-prior interaction.with the passage and those who had juste. pleted a

study-recall session with the specific passage We would require them to rater

. A furt6erreason for the inclusion of the experiencelariable,was to .address

a possible source of confounding in the original Dannerdata.- Denner's.students

7
ON,
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were required to select main ideas dnd retrieval cues only after they had con-

siderable interaction with the stories, i.e., they had listened to them, attempted

recall, rated tbeth for subjective'difficulty, completed a-detection test designed

to-see if they understood the benefits of a tight organization, and grouped the

individual sentences by topics. All of these' procedures seeutto be Potential

fr

training vehitles for the final tasks of selecting the main ideas and then the
A.

A
retrieval cues. Thus, the precocious sensitivity of Danner's second graders

could have resulted from the considerable experience they had with the stories.

In addition, -the procedure allowed another potential source of contamination.

The children were read (or themselves read) the four sentences undei each topic

and then were asked "what one thing do these fdur sentences tell you about the

(fox) ?" (Danner, 1974, p. 18). A response such as "Tells me where he lives"

for a section on, the. main character's habitat would be regarded as correct

identifilation of the topic sentence. But if, aswe know, young children only

recast e main points, aqd, if they responded to this task tith the only infor-
.

0

mationt 'could remember, they would probably produce a response rated as correct,

even,if they had little idea of what wete the main,ideas1 iThis might explain
- 3 \

both the pxebocious sensitivity of the second graders when selecting main ideas
)

and the difference between, choosing and justifying the,selection of retrieval
s-

4- , \_ -
cues. For

f

these reasons the-subjects in our study selected main ideas and'retrieval
r , ,

,

cues befor'e and after experience_ studying the passages.and the task was such that

t'
---they did not. need to,_rely,on memory when making their deCisions.

1

; Method

Subjdcts. The subjectO ranged from fifth to twelfth

and 611ege volunteers.. The khoof papulaEion was divided nto three groups:
/

6Ung_(fifth grade, N,= 80), middle (seventh and eighth grades, N =101), and
#

g .school students

.

,

old (eleventh and twelfth grades, ..14,= 58). There were also 80 college students.

ti

,

%kb
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Stimulus materials. Two. Japanese.folk tales2 were used in this'study.

and in previous studies of prose recallconducted in our laboratory (Brown

Smiley, 1977a; 1977b; Smiley, Oakley, Worthen, Campione, &'Brown, 1977).,

Full details of-these storiesare therefore available in a variety of other

sources.' In brief; the stories, entitled "The !karts Tears" and "Hqw to
.

Fool a Cat" were of equal length) mo and 403 words, 34 and 48 lines) and

contaiined the same number of previously identified idea units (59 and 54).

They were also of approximately fifth-grade reading level (Dale-Chall readability

cores of 5.2287 and 5.3682, respectively). The units of the 'stories ty'd

been;rated into four levels of importance to t theme by, approximately 30

college students, using a procedure introduced by Johnson (1970)--for full,

details see:Brown,and Smiley (1977a).

Procedure. The basic procedure was the same for all-groups. The students

-.were seen in small groups or individually depending o scheduling. They, twice

listened to a tape recording of one of the stories ( tories counterbalanced

across treatment 4gFoups) and simurtaneotisly read-estory-through. :They-Were

then given the idea units'of the story, each typed on an individual indexcard.

Theunits wee presented in the same sequential order 'tiiey occupied in the text.

The students were advised to read the whole, story again ou-the individual cards. -
.t-' .

. .

Half of the students (at each age-except the eleventh and twelfth grades) were _ -h
then asked.to select 12 of the available (approximately 50) units because they

were thd most important ideas in the story 61aia not available for the old
. .

. .- .

school'qhildren). The remainder were asked to select the 12 units they would

f'
jprefer to have by them (retrieval cues)-if,they were to be asked to remember

. .-
,

t

'he story. 1141 of the eleventh and twelfth grade sample were in the retrieval
I

ctie condition ,.
tL,;

The aecondmajorvariable was that some of they subjects in'each treatment
t'

igroup were tested after they had attempted.study and recall of the sory now

4
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8'. / -
f , 1.4, 0

It.

to be rated.' These subjects had just taken part ina prior study of gist recel-
. ,--- .

(Brown, & Smiley, 1977b). 'Thee ranged frOm20-':- 45 subjects. The remaining
,- c ,

.
,---- ,

subjects (N =, 20 per age group) had no-Prior experience on our prose. recall tasks., ..

After eoipleting the selection cask the students in the college group were asked

to. justify their choices,

..-----
. Results and Discgstion r-

.

.41(
$ Prgiiitriary inspection ,of the data revealed no effects due to story;

'
.

the pre we combined the data across this variable in all the analyses.

The selected units wet/ scored with reference to the four previously identified

levels ,t1 importance to the theme of the passage. The number of units at the

various importance levels ranged from 13 15, therefore, it would be potsible.
.

fo'a subject to make all selections of the same importance lev 1.
)

The overall analysis of variance conducted on the selection scorea included

only three levels of the age variable, as we 'were unable to find additional
'

eleventh- and twelfth-grade subieCts to take part in the importance level rating

0 . condition. The mixed analysis of variance was, therefore, a'a (Age) x 2 (Experience,
.

. .T

Before & After) x 2 (Instructions: Select,retrieval'cues, or important units).
%
% * .

x 4 4Importance Level). The only reliable main effect was that'of Iipportance

Level, F ,(3,747) = 651,27., .001: -.However, the hi'gher-order interactichl,'

Age k Experience x Importance Level x instructiori seas reliable, as were all of the

other interactions involving importance variable (F values _ranged. from

6.15 - 103.39, < .01 in all cases)'. These data are shown in Figures 1 and 2..

Insert Figure 1-and 2 about here-
,

The clear trend was for choices t increase regularly with increases in

Importance level. The dramatic xception to thleloattern was obtained when

experienced college; students were Selecting retrieval cues.

10
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.To substantiate this claim we conducteFl s parate analyses'ef Variance on.
1,

the retriekcalcue selection condintio-and
j
ihe-imprance'rating condition.

Consider first the important unit Selections depicted in Figure 1. The pattern
A

I /

of results replicates theeoriginal Browniand Smiley (1977a) rating'dSta where
.

the more difficult Johnson (1970) proce4re yip used. Here, with the simpler

Danner (1976) procedure, the same overall pattern emerged. College students

and seventh'raders do show a fine senLit vity to the importance of constituent

-r

9

.14

units of texts, but the college students/ere-still somewhat more adroit than,

the younger stipents. The Ajority'Of oices'made by,college students are of
ti

level 4 mats (88%). The 'seventh and ighth graders A%.e4\not.quite as discri-

minatingas adults, frith 73% of their hoices4lirected to level 4 units. .4.1th
, '..

4,
-

graders are able to'pick'out the lev 4 units and half their choiced are of
-, .

"4
_.- . .

level 44 units (47%). The remaining alf of their choices are distributed

relative y even)* across levels' ne to three:

i 'A

A i (Age) x 2 (ExPerience) x (Importange,Level) mixed analysis of variance
- A

on the importance unit c ice sco es confined this visual impression. The r /
/

/
/

,

interaction of Age x Im ortance evel was re2iahle, F (6,330) 43.62, p.< .001. '/

1
-

.Post hOc'tests reveale that' a -groups reliably chos6more leVel 4 units ;ban

any other. In the tw
;

older pies there were very few choices of,,the'ather
. /

three levels. younge group-half the choices were'of the lower three
4

...

levels but these wer/e not distributed in any particular fashion.`
. .

.

Differences between levels/1 and 2 and levels 2 and 3 Were not religble. This
,

!. /

is the same.pattA n found withAhke stories and these age groups for the 'more '

used
a .

complicated rata, g procedure use by Brown and Smiley (1977a). There was no.
.

effect of th experienke varian t on the importande rating data.
/

- '

'Consider/next the retri al cue selection data.
.

Here we had data from
L.

four age gro6.ps. The distri ution of 'choites of suitable retrievSl'oes is,

-11
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illustrated in Figure 2. The'pattern o
1

Aces appeardto'be very similar for

,

naive subjegts of all/ages but a develo en t41 deudie found in the experii4O
1.---.-.

B ,b / , e '/ 33---- ."subjects, with college students chap: ng their pattern of selection after
!'t .

experience learning the passage.
A

A 4 (Age) x2 (Experience), x 4 (Importance Level) mixe&-enaiy?fs of variance
,

9
on the retrieval cue seleetioh-d ta revealed a main effect of'Importance Level,

F (3085) = 250..63, R <'.001. 1' more interest, the Age x Experience x Importance

Level higher-order interactio was.teliable,'F -(9,5851='10.49, '.001,,as

./-
were tne composite interacti n Age_xImptirtancetevel, F (9,585) = 9.89,

R < .001, cad Experience x mportance Level," F (3,58) = 10.61,'p <-001. It is
.

the higher-order interacti n that stis illureted in Fight 2. Thelchcoi students

do not change their paste of choices following experience actually recalling

the passages. College s udents,-however, respond differently if they have:one

prior experience recal ng the text. Now, their prime targets for retrieval
A

A ,

'cues-are the two inte edfdte levels of.importance. After experience with the

---\

passages, college st dents still reject' tie least important units as potential

,s l
,.

. .k

retrieval cues but they now also reject the most importantelements: The-most _.
. . . . .

commonly offeied 'planation for this change (on posttest interrogation) wad that

-,- .

students realiz d they would remembet the main theme withOut further effort,

but in order improve overa11,recall they .would concentrate on the

,interneei level material which caused them much more iroublepn their kevious

' recall tempt. Therefore, they selected-mainly level 2 and lever3 units as
ss

retrieval cues. Of the 20 _students in the retrieval-after'condition, 13 gave a

verbal justification that essentially made the above poiiit, without prompting. ._

this shift in seletfloh represehts a Ilne-degree of ,sensitivity to the important
.

, ,.., __,--. , . .

elements of texts, and to the function orretrieval cues in recall, pensitivity'
t -

.

not displayed by even the fileventh and twelfth grade school sample.

ff
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. As- a'-chea-tliat the collSge student pat tern. did represent a Prue' shift in, , " ,-,51.

toe
, ..,_.,-

choice;, we crinipared4he-impolouice rating selection gra Yetrieval,cue choiCes ._ ..--, . ,
. .. -.:. ,. -

% ;, . -.
for t,hii sample only., Wien students are .asked to select" liportant 'elements there

%,----, ... .. t. , . , -.. . , .is no shift in choiceesas a 'function of experience (see Figure 1); indeed' the two sets. . .

of .scores
'Agri asked to sa y ,

- however; College "students show 4 reliable change in prefererice as 'a function of

elect suitable` retrieval cues,,

I

experience: -This shift resulted `in a reliable:EXper-letice x Importance Level x,
.

Ins truction tetactioerex the po'ilege iittidents , F (3,228) -.15.33, z 001 .tt, . . .
=4'4 ,*k

subsequent separate sanaly.sea ofk.vaf:iance, on the retrieval cue sell;gctions only,.

. r

-
4the .3x15&ience ,x Importance Levelyinteraction, F (3,114) = 21.4, 2. < .001 wasI

!reliable." .'No reli.abl,e xperience x Importance Level interaction was - found-in.- / _., ; - c- ' .; .-
... the analysis of .the,.importatice -unit se.tectionaonly... .

4, I V

.--,, Our- final consideration of these data focused on the relationship of
.,. ...-- 4 ' , , ,,,

.,0 ortanie_ choices versus d'petriefial cues at the other grade levels- where' such. .
.

..
'W"--i---

.

'a comparisori-was; possible, fifth arid seventh and eighth grade's. The hgexr's . \.%. /

Importance Level x Instruction higher-order
interaction was reliable, -F. (3,510) =

< Separateanalysis of variance for the two ales prqvidecl an
--),-

.

.explanation of this elfrect. . -Far fifth graders, the only effect' to reach signi-
.

.7

ficance was thatof
.Impckitaric'e Levely F (3,228), = 83.73,.2: < .001,. ere are no

difference9 in iifth graders' selecliri of units- .

.find main ideati 'or' suitable retrieval units.

as a result of instructiins :to

For the. seventh- and eighth-grade,

sample, however, the Importan Level Irltructiont interaction was significant,

F' (3,291). = 30.81, p. < .901. When, selecting -retrieval. Cuese-
6 t

,distribute mpre of their choices

selecting main ideas (21,0-
..

o -level 2 and 3 units (40than they do when

the older children
.

. ,. ..

Thus!' there is a reliable difference in the pattern of results-. obtainer} -from...... , .
. , . e "fifth-grade and -seventh- and

eighth-grade children. . Fifth graders- do-not differeft:-e . .
- .- .tiate the` ask of' selecting main--ideas from selecting retrieval units. The` older .

, ..
, .

1 4 g
*A

*

o.
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.A.

children do behave differently as a function of.task demand -and the-pattern of
.

, --
, .

---------cheicea-marVE t`Tie pri tive precursor of the mature adult ensitivity. Thus,..,, ,

*

hi 1,the Middle col: children are not yet sophisticated
,..

nohgh to change,their-

retrieval *selection as a function of One experience recalli ,the target passage,
. .

,

.

therare sufficiently awate.of tetrievar.demands to, select
v b .;

level units es aids for recall. This-samepattern of differ
i

, # a
task. of se;ecting retrieval cues or main points. was also fou.., in the naive

- - i
.

college sample:= When selecting main ideas 89% oil their choic s.Were of level VI -----;/
. , . .tik,

units and only .08 were of levels 2 anti 3. 111hen choositi suit le retrieval
,

re of the intermediate

ntiation,ketwepnthe-

'cues, how er:only.54% of choices favored level 4 units and 36 favored levels

Z-ind'3.. -As 'we-have deen-(seeFigUre 2), after practice recalfi-g-the passage,
. A

the.tistr4but on spifts.to 176 level 4 choices and 64% levels 2 and 3 choices
.

for .the college population.

General Discusdicn

I

The selection of suitable retrieval cues to aid in the recall of complex.

,passages is by no means'a simple task. It requires a fine sensitivity to the

,

relative" mportance of various elements of text, an understanding of suitable'
. . . .

study strategies, and'an'apireciatiOn othe complex interweaving of these

factors. Because of this co6 iplexty, we find a -very rate emergence of_a flexible, 1
,

r

- .-, , ,

retrieval strategy. Only college students'ehange their pattern:of responses
_..

..,..tramaticallyafter one experience studying the passage,-selecting units of inter-
/

(mediate importance'to form the scaffolding for their subsequent recall attempt.
,

-...

--__.

t,.

This modification is an intelligent one, for,approximately 80%- of the most
. .

.

', impoftant units would-have beeh recalled on their first try <Brown & Smiley,
.

. .

19770. Thus, selection of relatively less central unite as retrieval cues

would be-an optimal ,plan for a second recall attempt.
. , -

.11

Q.

14.
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Ile know that in a siipler'Paradigm, much younger childr n seem to be-aware

that ftems they have failed to recall should be given extr'a study (Brown &

'Cdmpione, 1977; Kelly, Scholnick, Travers, & Johnson, 1976; Masur,

& Flavell, 1973). But it is not until college age that this knowledge is

reflected' in suitable retrieval plan 'Modification for studying teak materials.,

The influence of task and text Complexity on the deployment of flexible strategies

illuStrated.

Younger, children do not show the same flexibility in changing their retrieval

plans as A fundtion of one recall attempt. There Is, howe'ver, some evidence of

the early emergence of sensitivity to the demands of selecting a.retrieval

Middle school children diddifferentiate5eiweenthe task of selecting important

I
units versus selecting retrieval cues, but one experience with recall was insuf-

ficient to produce a,major modification in their plann1 g. , Repeated experience
-..--,

with the task of selecting.retrieval cues, and, perhaps, actually using them

to aid recall, may be needed before school children becomeeffectiiVusers of
_____,

-

'4
,...,,,....4.,

this form of study plan. 4.-,,,,,--

4.-
.,-

.

,.-

The present data suggest that we should exercise caution when assuming what

'41

would be an efficient retrieval cue plan for any one task. Careful examination

of the behavioi of experts might provide a better index of effective cue selection

than personal introspection. If there is, an effective plan that many'experienced

studiers report using, thiatshould'be the model to use when assessing the
4

=immaturity of4less experienced learners.

The second major finding of this stUdy is that'&15',ounger children were

relatively insensitive to.fine degrees of importance of the constituent
#

units of

complex text. This confirms the original Brown and 'Shiley (1977a) data and ailows
.

-'us to maintain our explanation of the inefficiencies of studying shoWn by grade

,

Ach 1 children. Insensiiive.to the relative impOrtance of all but the most



0

40P

14

important-elemdnts of texts., they cannot be exp t 0 to'attend differentially to

Ideas as a function of their rated importance:'

The interweaving of knowledge about textual importance and deployment f

,\.

suitable study strategies hes)been examin4jel0eWhere-.(Brown & Smiley, 1977b).

,-

We should point out, however, that we do mot bAlieve.ihere is a magical age at
, ,

.

w . .

which children_becoTepbleto indicate the idp xeledents of text, for there

must be a close correspondenPe between the child's Current knowledge and-the
ft

complexity of material he:an deal with adequately.' The ability to plan flexible
'4 Q .

I ,'

retrieval actilities must be dependent on general knowledge about consistent

features of all texts, and specific knowledge about the pafticular exemplar at

hand. Quite amply, if the text is'-so complex (in-tt..rds of subject matter,

'organi-z'attOn, or expoeltion) that the reader cannot identify the main points,

he can scarcely be expected to select them *for extra study, even if he posSesses

AOL

the:prerequisite-strategic-knowledge that this would be a good study activity..

Thus we predict that even college students day;behave turely, select

.wq

unsuitable retrieval cues, when faced with a text that is too difficult for them,

one aimed at a level beyond their competence.

16

-ft
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